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Person/Situation Selection Research: The Problem of

{dentifying Salient Situational Dimensionsl

Benjamin Schneider2
Department of Psychology and Bureau of Business and Economic Research

University of Maryland, College Park

Personnel selection researchers are one of the few groups of
psychéfogists who have continually attempted person/situation re-
search. Since the earliest attempts at making staffing decisions
in World War 1|, selection researchers have studied the attributes
of jobs with the aim of identifying the kinds of skills people must
have in order to perform the job adequately. Beyond studying this
person-situation relationship, however, selection reseatchers in
particular, and industrial psychologists as a group, have shown
little interest in exploring the Lewinian dictum that 8 = f (P,E).

As Guionl(1976, p. 798) noted:

]Data collection for this report was partially supported by
the Company in which the data were gathered.

2| wish to thank Pete Dachler, Phil Bobko, John Parkington and
Yoel Yinon for their comments on an earlier draft of this paper.
Responsibility for the final content, of course, resides with the
author.
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The problem is that environmental factors in-
fluencing perforhance have not been considered
very often in attempting predictions during the
hiring process. . . . There are many pofentially
important situational variables, but only a few
have been reported in studies relevént to selec~-
tion. . . . Any maﬁagement practice which is
suggested in the literature or folkiore of
management . . . is , . . appropriately consider=-
ed as a possible predictor or modefator.

The problem is identifying the relevant situational predictor
or moderator to be used in a given setting andor for specific
individuals. Usually the procedure for such identification has
been for researchers to either experimentally manipulate a situa-
tional parameter (cf. Dunnette, 1973; Weinstein & Holzbach, 1973)
or develop an interview or survey procedure for assessing employee
attitudes toward various situational features (cf. Bray, Campbel],
& Grant, 1974; Forehand, 1968; Howard, 1976). The concern of the
present research is with the latter approach; i.e., the problem

being addressed is the relevance or salience of the typical inter=-

view or questionnaire approacii to isolating situational variables

to be used in person-situation selection research.
The use of structured questionnaires and interviews assumes
that, a priori, the dimensions or facets of employee perceptions

assessed are the appropriate and important targets of study. That




is, these questionnaires have been designed tb assess those facets
of employee attitudes that researchers/theoreticians and, in some

cases, uppef—level managers, have determined should be the targets
of study. Respondents to these surveys are then asked to indicate
their beliefs or opinioné wifh respect to some statements or ques-
tions. ‘

Regardliess of the kind of attitude under investigation the
described strategy for the development of procedures for assessing
attitudes has been the norm. Thus not only studies of satisfaction
(Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969), but research on job involvement
(Lodahl & Kejner, 1965), job enrichment (Hackman & 01dham, 1975),
organizational identification (Hall, Schneider, & Nygren, 1970),
organizational climates (Schneider & Bartlett, 1970), and role con=~
flict and ambiguity (Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970) begin with a
set of questions to which the respondent reacts. Herzberg's (cf.
Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959) research glso fits this model
because he asked respondents what makes for a gbod or bad day at
work; a priori he assumed that this was an important issue to those
to be interviewed. |

It may be that rec~tion to items or questions as stimuli is
what these researchers desired to study. However, an alternative
target of interest might have been answering the question: How do
pebple characterize their work worlds?. That is, if one has an
hypothesis that people do, in fact, conceptualiée their worlds,

work and other, in an effort to make these worlds comprehensible



(Allport, 1955; McGregor, 1967; Ryan, 1970; Schneider, 1975), an
important focus of study becomes how people in those worlds char-
acterize them rather than how we, as researchers, think they are
(or perhaps, even should be) described. In brief, then, one may
ask, '"What are the salient dimensions of organizational life to
employees of an organization?"

Research on person-perception aimed at the question of dimen=-
sion salience has also concentrated on the questionnaire approach.
This approach corresponds completely to the same technique used in
studying work attitudes; a priori qﬁestions are asked and responses,
or reactfons, to these questions constitute the data of interest.
However, as Dornbusch, Hastorf, Richardson, Muzzy, and Vreeland
(1971, p. 69) noted, ". . . the desire for quantification and con-
trol has led researchers fo specify the categories upon which thq
subject is required to report his perceptions. In these types of
studies, the relevance of the categories has been definéd by the
investigator, not b* the subject.!' The samé has been true of
studies investigating the perceptions employees have of their or-
ganization.

The purpose of the present paper is to report a systematic
procedure for identifying the dimensions with which employees |
"naively" (Heider, 1958) characterize their work organization. For
this primarily methodological study no formal hypotheses were
generated to guide the collection and analysis of data. There were,

however, a number of identifiable concerns: (a) the kinds of issues
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mentioned by employees when they are asked to respond to a general
question about their work organization; (b) the relative frequency
with which the issues were mentioned; (c) the importance and affect
with which issues were discussed; and (d) the convergent validity
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959) and reliability of coded interview pro-
tocols.

#rqquency, importance and affect were all coded to examine
their relative dependence as facets of salience. That is, salience
of an issue to a person seems “2 Se a function of more than whether
it is mentioned (frequency) Lu* also the issue's relative importance
to the person, and how affectively the issue is described. How
these facets of salience were related to each other was, thgn, an
additional question of interest. This becomes an important question
of interest because in making predictions about individual behavior
based on a person x situation model, it may be crucial to be able
to identify for a person the particular situation variable of inter=
est. Thus, for one group of people, job challenge may be the
salient issue, but for cthers management policy on EEQ would be
the more relevant situational variable. The latter concepts will
not be addressed in the present study but, to the extent that the
situational issues mentioned by respondents are hot generally
‘>Shared by all respondents, to that extent does person~-situation

selection research become a more difficult problem.



Method

Samplie

The 67 interviewees were all employed by a large Middle Atlantic
Coast utility. They were distributed approximately as in the larger
company except for an overrepresentation of higher level employees
and blacks. The demographics on the sample follow: (1) sex~26
females, 41 males; (2) race-12 blacks, 55 whites; (3) level-13
Upper management, 13 Middle management, 14 Lower management, 13
Skilled workers, and 14 Clerical and unskilled persons; (4). all
four georgraphically dispersed major divisions of the company were
represented; and (5) all five departments within each division were

represented.

Procedure
Potential interviewees were contacted by telephone and asked

to participate; only three of those called refused to cooperate and

be intereviewed. At the time this study was being conducted the

company had no "attitude surQey” program in existence so being con=-

tacted for participation in this kind of project was a novel experi=-

ence. Interviews were conducted in the work place if a quiet room

was available, or outside the work place. All interviews were taped
~after discussing the anonymity/confidentiality of the data. There

were four interviewers, two males and two females; none were black.

Each interviewer tended to do an entire division of the company and

thus a cross-section of employees.
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The interview consisted of the following statement/question:
Usually when a company decides to do a survey they
want specific answers to specific questions; that
is not what this project s about. We want to
identify the kinds of things that are important
to people without assuming that we know what those
things are. We'd like you to tell us the kinds of
things you think about when you think about your
job and the Company.

No topics were mentioned by the interviewer. |f the interviewer
thought a stimulus was needed to have the interviewee begin speak-
ing (rarely necessary) two agreed-upon probes ware available: (1)
"If someone were thinking about coming to work for [the Company]
and asked you about the Company what would you tell them?'; or (2)
"0n your Way to work in the morning, what sorts of things go through
your head as you think about your job and the company?!! Interviewees
were encouraged to speak about issues as thoughts came to them.

The researchers would occasionally summarize what hqd'been said and
then ask '!'are there other kinds of things you think about?! Thus,
the attempt was to ''get at'' what employees recall rather than how
they react to pfesented stimuli.

Because the central focus of this study was issue identification
rather thah discovering how people felt about issues, interviewers
did not initially pursue respondents’ comments. Thus, if a respon-

dent said "The Company is very concerned about high pefformance,“
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he or she was not asked if that was good/bad or satisfying/dfssat—
isfying or why they felt that way. However, if no new thoughts
were being mentioned, interviewees might be questioned about the
specific events, conditions or experiences that led them to per-
ceive the company as one concerned with high performance.

Some issues, of course, were mentioned in evaluative or afféc;
tive terms. !n our coding of responses (to be déscribed below) this
was taken into consideration.

Although the interview was of the open-ended form (i.e., only
a general question was prepared and no particular kinds of responses
were expected), a brief structured questionnaire was included at
the conclusion of the interview. The questionnaire contained 7

questions, 6 of them utilizing the kind of response format employed

by Hackman and Lawler (1971) that anchors the extremes and mid-point
of the scale with an integrated set of anchors. These questions
were: (1) How much zutonomy do you have on your job; how much are
you left on your own to do your own work? (Hackman & Lawler, 1971);
(2) To what extent are you proud of the fact that you work for the
Company?; (3) To what extent do you feel you personaliy contribute

to the service [the Company's] custo;ers receive?; (4) Té What exteﬁt
does working for [the Company] provide the opportunity for you to

assume more work responsibility?; (5) To what extent do you do a

whole'' piece of work (as opposed to doing éart of a joBmwhich is

finished by some other employee)? (Hackman & Lawler, 1971); (6) How

much confidence do you have that [the Company] management can make

12



the kinds of decisions in the future that wiil help the Company
achieve its goals? Finally,; the seventh - iestion was “the FaCés

scale (Kunin, 1955) addressed to '. . . how satisfied or dissatis-

fied you feel with your overall e [the Company]?'' - The
first six questions had 7-point . th races were 6 in number
with two positive, a neutral, and 3 negative faces. In all cases

a high score meant more of the content of the item.

Questionnaire items were included for two reasons. First, it
was importanf to have some data collected through more,traditional
procedures to enable an examination of multi=-method convergénce
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Such convergence, if it existed, would
provide additional evidence regarding the validity of tﬁe content
analysis method as a technique for coding responses. Second, be-
cause items were needed for assessing multi-method convergence the
QUesfions selected were relevant to issues in which the company

studied had some interest.

Results

"The Interview Sessions

No interview lasted less than 30 minutes and a few lasted more‘-
than three hours. The intervieweég seemed quite comfortabfe respond=-
ing to the general question; indeed views of the}r job and company
most frequently came spilling out and it was fortunate that iﬁtef—

viewers were taperecording.
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Coding the Interviews

For each interview a written summary of the tape was prepared.
This written summary was used in subsequenf codings; reliability
data are presented later. Each summary was then read by one of the
four interviewers and a list of the copic. tiongd fﬁf@hg intérj“/
view was generated. Through a numbér of ~uatings the list of
individual topics mentioned was sorted, compressed and dfétilled-‘%
into 15 major categories. The namesvbf‘these ééteéqrieS'With

examples of the kinds of comments coded for each follows:

1. Promotion/Evaluation - uncertainty over the bases for‘befhgf" L

promoted; questions about the accuracy and validity of»eValuatiohs;\

some people have Godfathers; co]1e4§ graduates shouldn't have pro=

2. Company Management - frustration with edicts from higher-

‘motion preference.

ups; poor communication from top levels down; company has mature
attitude about people; decisions can be made at the most appropri-
ate levels.

3. Pay/Security - salary is good for the type of work; pension

plan is not clear; too much security to leave the company; sick=-pay
benefits could start earlier.

4, Supervision ~ there are too many supervisors; amount of

paperwork keeps supervisors from interpersonal contact; first line
supervisors should have more authority; supervisors promoted from
within are loyal to the company.

5. Customer Service - service is the company's goal and reason

14
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for existence; company may be tou big to treat each customer 2s an
iﬁdividual; customers are unappreciative of the high quality service
they receive; some departments are too far removed from customer
contact.

- 6. Equal Employment,OpportuniLy,f the. company is determined

to eliminate djscriminatiow me jobs are not being filled by those
who are most qualified; l!der ‘kers resent changes in the empioyee
body of ‘the company; women promoted into management positionslhaVe
put equivalent level males to shame.

J. Pride - people are no longer as likely to say "l work for
the X Company;'' the younger workers lack prjde in their job; company

image is a source of pride; company is too big to feel pride in it. .

8. Job Challenge ~ technical job ome monotonous and boring;

Lo

company pays you to learn new things all the time; the job relies
heavily on memory and good common sense since all contingencies can't
be known; computerization has made the job more interesting beCause

computers do the routine stuff and we do the more complicated things.

9. Training - it is better to train people in tﬁe #Iassrddm
.than on the job because in the classroom they learn gggilhabits;
information about available training courses is nof‘publicized;ynot
enough training courses available at the maﬁagement lével; the
company policy seems to be to emphasize administrative,‘rather than
technical, training. |

10. Centralization/Standardization - company is concerned about

organization of work flow to maximize production;. the home office
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' etaff of‘the'organization has the power with line Péop]e éié*fnéyai
‘ s”""“ﬁ"g role; Cémbuterization permits the: ce’ntral,iza.ttiorf!j'ofk. |
decision-naking; regardiess of the division, the company wants every=
one to do thlngs similar]y ‘ o o

i Bureaucracx - there are too many Chlefs and not enough

.|nd|ans- too much paperwork and reports on reports~ you canlt flnd
a super e 1s needed because they are a]wayfh‘?"

,red tape and paperwork have become so much that People avoj }~,u»,
al and informal group contacts,,-f\# R '

12. 0rgan|zat|on S Environment - competltlon from other organ-f'

izations is a problem; the company is trylng to educate all employ-m
ees about its rcie in the communlty, other organlzatlons and the
government continually throw:up roadblocks to organlzatnonal |nnova-e
tion; borrowing capital for growth is hecoming a more andhmore‘dff-

ficult endeavor.

.

13. Interdepartment Relations - the company is too department{
alized; in order to get the job ‘done one must'gain.the‘reﬁpect of
people in other departments; different departments havefd}tferent
views of what is important, and thus have differentvohjectiVes; ‘
there is interdepartmental buck passing with no one:takfng'resoon-

sibility for errors.

14, Organization Development - reorganization to get more ine
volvement and participation from lower levels has led to more effec-
tive decision-making; how do you integrate new people into the

organization without permitting them to contribute to decision-

16
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making?; MBO appears to be effective; authority should be commen=-

surate with responsibility.

15. Friendships = everybody is easy to get along with; as the
company has grown in size friendliness has gone down; there are
good peer relationships; everyone is so friendly = you eat at a
table where you don't know anyone and they all talk to you.

After'the'decision regarding the number and names of tétegofies
was made, each interview was coded for whether the interviewee
mentioned the category (frequency), how important the issue mentioned
seemed to be to respondents (i.e., relative to the other issues s/he
mentioned), whéthar or not there was affect associated with the
way the issue or‘topic was mentioned and the directionality (positive,
negative) of that affect. The procedures for coding are described
shortly with the data ﬁresentation. In all cases, the stmmaries,
not the actual interviews, were coded.

Parenthetically it should be noted that 5 interviews were sum-
marized by two different people. The maximum number of issues found-\
by one coder for the five was 37 ahd by the other coder 33; tHéFe
wére only 4 cases in which coders disagreed over Whethér,an issue
was mentioned on a tape. Further data on the agreement betWeén
coders came from the coding of importance and affect. The 2 coders
coded the 33 issues in common for importance and affect yielding a
total of 66 codings for each coder. For the two coders the correla-
tion across the 66 codings was .87.

" Frequency. Table | reports the frequency with which each of

17



Table |

Frequency, Importance, and Affect Coding for Issues Nentioned In Intervlews

Frequency _ |npor tance B Affect(l) Affect(ll)

o Percent Rank X o Rank { ¢ Rank Parcent Rank
romtion/blaton R 246 167 PR - 7oj “ S'JV’iﬁv
* Conpany Hnagenent 9 2 a8 b E B0 B g
PayfSecurlty 63 a6 2B 0 2...21 .951_1‘+,“ - 5
*Supervison oo 2.8 25 1 1.9‘5;"jii§'9__7'_.‘,-‘ B o
ltﬁétomer Service 58 5 RSN A U : :2;°li'??65a 5;v:'-‘;7' uz:}f'j;,
 Equal Employnent Opportumity 57 5 3.03 l.9hy‘ 3  11{§65.;63 ']12_ .l.VVSQ | 'tlj ,.~
bride % 7 b2k B LRy 8 8
b Callenge SO BT IR SR Y R R SR P O

Tratning o9 g a5 e BB 5

| Centralization/Standardization 33 10 LI 188 6 .86 '77 ' ” 3 ; ."f\u;;

Bureaucracy B 1l R S N NN R Y. N
Organization's Environﬁent 2 12 EYIEAL .IZJ 2,00 55 6 f29. |5‘v‘
| Intérdepartment Relations 2112 “ k.36 l.7h. 15 Lk 66 1 b ,7‘\*'ff
Organization Developnent 8 350 2.2&1 8 | 2,33 ';49_ R 33:.j|4\f_:

;:Friendships 615 KNI BN, R R Boob

E lCe' for Importance a low mean ind]cates more. 'mportance, fol : ffew:"”":““ L
ERICY) fndicates the fraquency. with.which the. isst
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the 15 categories was mentioned. Frequency was relatively easy to,.
... code since either interviewees mentioned it or failed to. The

issues menfloned most frequently were Promotlon/EvaluatnOn (844),

- Company Management (67%), Pay/Security (63%) and Supervusnon (60%)

N;Leastufrequently“mentloned were the Organnzatlon 5’EnVlronment (21%),

Interdepartmental Relationships (21%), Organization Development

| (18%), and Friends (16%). Four of the 15 iscues were mentioned‘hy

6C percent or more of the respondents. -
‘ImEortance. Importance was coded ipsat?vely, efter the coding.

for frequency. Thus no attempt_was nade towcompére_the importence ,

accorded a topic by one person with the importance»of'that seme’

topic to others; only within interview importance was judged; of

course, if the issue was not mentioned by a respondent, no‘importance ‘

score was.coded | | |
The 5 most important topics mentioned by each respondent were :

ranked 1 through 8; all other tOPlCS mentloned were coded with a 7’
Table 1 presents average: importance ranknngs for all those

mentlonlng each topnc and reveals that Promotlon/Evaluatlon (X = 2 l&6)j

and Supervnsnon (X = 2.88) were the most lmportant The least

importamt issues seem to be Pride (X = h 14) and Interdepartmental

Relations (X = 4.36). o
AfTect. Leved of affect of the issue was coded l, 2 or~3,lwhere

o= a-megatively mentioned issue (''the sick benef;ts are lousy“),

2 = a-meutrally ordescriptively mentioned issue (”money '5 |mportant

- to me'), and 3 = a positively mentioned issue ("I 1ike my PaY") As

20
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with importance, only if the topic was mentioned was a coding of
‘affect accomplished.

Table 1 summarizes results for the coding of ¢ act in the fast
two columns, labelled Aftect(i) 3nd Affect(Il). Affect(l) indicates
the avérage positiveness or negativeness with which the issues were
mentioned, with Bureaucracy being the most negativé‘(i = 1,11) and
Friendships the most positive (X = 2.75). Affeqt(ll) {qdicates the
frequency with which each issue was mentioned in éﬁ‘éffectjyé (as‘v

compared to'descriptive)_hay. This column reveals_that:only L

issues, Organization's Environment, Organization'Devéiopmeht, Customer

Service, and Supervision, were mentioned more oftenyinlé descripfive
or '‘neutral commentary' fashion. Two issues, Bureaucfacy and Jsb
Challenge, were mentioned affectively more than 80 percent of the
time (note in Affect(!) that these two issues were, on the average,

Eespectively a high negative and a high positive).

Questionnaire ltem=Interview Code Convergence

Table 2 presents convergence correlations between the question=
naire item responses and the codings of importance and‘Affect(I).
Table 2 reveals some convergence between coded Affect(!) and
the questionnaire items. Since post-hoc discussions of results
always ''make. sense,!' each significant convergent relationship will
not be discussed in detail. However the following general observa-
tions will be noted: (1) Those questionnaire items:concerning pride,

and opportunity to assqme responsibility are more strongly and con=

Kl
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Table 2

Correlations Between Que: ltems and Codings of Im: ‘nce and Affer‘.1)

Questionnaire

Interview

Service Respons= Whole Confid.
Coding Categories Autonomy Pride Contrbtn ibility Task in Mgt. Faces
. . 14 -16 05 ~02 . 15 i1 -0t .
Promotion/Evaluation (56) 09 25 25 367 09 " 28"
07 .. =03 o] =02 .. 27 24 ol .
.Companvaanagement (45) 357 36" 9 43" 21 3" 4o
. -12 -01 22 -08 2 07 . =07
Pay/Securuty (’42) 28 u’ 16 17 32 1‘3 - Lo
. 29 24 08 17 -10 30 by
. Supervisuon (40) 21 " -ob 10 19 29 16
. . 09 ~17 .. ~-19 -28 =01 -22° -09 .
Customer Service (39) 22 46" 17 34" -03 14 32"
- 22 -16 -05 ok -13 -03 -08
Equal Empioyment Oppty (38) 10 206 13 20 03 21 07
: 19 12 0l 15 .. =35 1o, 26
Pride (38) 377 | 4™ 20 567 16 32" g™
15 -01 03 23 10 06 38"
Job Challenge (29) 02 37" 30 52" =21 -07 52"
.. 06 08 . ~07 17 .. -27 05 25
Training (28) 04 547 29 37” 03 16 29
. . -34 -07 ... -31 =43 -22 06 . =30
Centralization/Stand. (22) 31 62" 33 39 -08 52" 54"
S 17 -12 o1 -36 05 -1 -22
Bureaucracy (19) -22 36 -28 20 06 -42 29
o -06 - -0 -
Organtzatu?n’s Env. (14) 12 050 0316 3l9 6A57* 2933 28A3
-06 -0L 47 -28 13 -10 -10
Interdepartment Rel. (14) 12 24 32 48 51 "y 33
Organization Development (12) -1255‘ '9h3 14‘6 -lé‘h 2308 -0657 2525
: . 01 11 =04 -14 06 sb4 05
Friendships (11) . 34 39 09 35 b1 35 35
Questionnaire 1tems
~ Autonomy =
Pride 29" -
‘-Service Contribution 35*ﬁ 25* -
Responsibility Ml 39" ug™™ -
Whole Task 05 09 16 -06 ~
Confidence in Management 10 ‘ «#lbw 23 36** 17 -
Faces 39 59" 43 517 02 357 -
.::p<.05
pe. 0l
Note: [n each cell, the questionnaire item/coded importance and questionnaire item/affect relationships

O

are presented to the upper left and lower right, respective.

The sample size for each correlation is pre=-

sented by the interview category label except for the intercorrelation matrix of questionnaire items where
- N = 87. .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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sistently related to the 15 affect codings (especially the 10 more
frequently mentioned issues) than are the questionnaire items re-
lated to autonomy, service contribution, and doing a whole task3;
(2) for the questionnaire items the stronéest correlate of overall
satisfaction (Faces) was pride (shown at the bottom of Table 2 in
the questionnaire items-only interéorrelation matrix); (3) only 7

of the 15 interview category affect codes were significantly related
to overall satisfaction.

The results revealing some convergence of coded responses and
questionnaire responses, coupled with the earlier report of inter=
rater agreement, support the validity (multi-method convergent) and
reliability of the coding process. Additional evidence supporting
these codings may be derived from Table 1.

From the data in Table 1 it is possible to calculate tHe rela-
tionship between the ;anks of frequency, importance, Affect(!) and
Affect(11). If the ranks for the various facets of salience were
strongly related, this would suggest that salience is uni- not
multi-dimensional. Low or moderate relationships, on the other
hand, would suggest somc relative independence of the dimensions
of salience and a gain in information. In fact the rank order cor-

relation between: frequency and importance was .58 (p<.05); fre=-

3Respondents had trouble with this questionnaire item, especi=-
ally management people for whom the concept of doing a whole task
was a difficult one to understand. This might also explain the low
relaflonshlp between whole task and the other questionnaire items,
as shown in Table 2.
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quency and Affect(l), =-.071 (n.s.); frequency and Affect(11), .0k
(n.s.); importance and Affect(!), .13 (n.s.); importance and Affect-
(11), -.08 (n.s.); and, between Affect(!) and Affect(Il), r=.h
(n.s.). \

Because frequency and’importance were significantly related,
one more piece of evidence is provided that supports,the reliability
of the coding process. Thus, one might have argued that the_fack

. of significant correlations between the questionnaire items and the
coding of importance was cue to relative unreliability of the.codiog
process; if that coding was highly unreliable, the significant re=-
latfonship between frequency rank and importance rank could not

exist.

‘Discussion

This investigation was designed to explore a method, the un~
structured interview, for isolating employee views of the sallent
dimensions of organizational life. The research was prompted by a-
concern for conducting person x s:tuatlon selection research and
the realization that little is known about the way employees “nalvely“t
characteriZe their work environments. It was reasoned that for |
person X situation selection research to yleld accurate prednct:ons,
defining the situation in person-salient terms was a prerequ:s:te.

It was shown that: (a) lnterVIPWees can speak to a very general
'questnon regarding thoughts they have about their jobs and organlza-

tion; (b) the content of interview responses to the general questnon_
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can be reliably (interrater) coded with respect to the frequency
with which issues are mentioned, the importance of issues to people,
and the affect with which issues are discussed; (c) only 4 of the

15 coded issues were mentioned by more than 60 perceht of the inter=
viewges;.(d) there exists some convergence betweenvcpded,affe¢q_

and responses obtained to items from a tréditional qpestionnaire;

(e) across the 15 issues there is a signifidént relatipnsﬁip betwéen,‘
the frequency with which issues are meﬁffohed‘éﬁd"thé;;Oded import=
ance of the issue; (f) there is no relatiohship‘écréss~the fS isﬁués
between frequency and coded affect; (g) there is no relationship
across the 15 issues between coded fmportaﬁce and codéd‘affec;; and
(h) coded importance was generalily unrelated to the various Question=
naire item responses.

The major implication of these results is that Identifying the
salience of.various facets 6f organizational life to organizational
employees is far more complex than has been imagined. That is,
given (a) that only four issues commanded the attention of more
than 60 percent of the respondents, and (b) that frequency, import-
ancé and affect were not strongly related, it is clear that the
re]eQance of particular facets of organizational life for employees
is not something to be understood by the‘adminiStration of a typical
Hattitude'' survey. That survey, the‘presént results suggest, pro-
bably taps into only one dimension of salience, Affect(l).

Given the history of the development of‘étf}tudevquéstionnaires

the finding that Affect(1l) coding is most strbngly related to the
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questionnaire item responses is not surprising. As Ostrom (1968)
has noted, the evaluative characteristic of attitudes has been
prepotent in the development of attitude theories and measures.
Schneider (1975) has argued, further, that job satisfaction mea-
sures have also followed this tradition. This concentration on
evaluation seems to have resulted in a situation wherein’the éeneral
public is so accustomed to reacting to interviews and questionnaire
that obtaining careful and thoughtfﬁl responses may be quite dif-
ficult. That is, when we ask a specific question we may, in fact,
be demanding a response; respondents may feel they have no choice
but to respond. This fact alone might account for the relatively
high degree of empirical (as compared to conceptual) overlap in
responses to evaluative (satisfaction) and belief (climate) items
in questionnaires (Johannesson, 1973; Schneider, 1975; Schneider & -
Snyder, 1975). If questionnaires primarily yield affective or
evaluative data, then factorial analyses of such inventories may
yield dimensions of satisfaction but whether those dimensions
adequately represent the various facets of salience to émployees
is questionable. It is questionable precisely'becéusé tﬁé‘éffect
people expressed regarding the 15 issues was unrelated to how fre-
quently the issue was raised and to how important fhe issue waé to.
people.

These findings, especially the fact that only four of fifteen
issues were mentioned by more than 60 perceanof the responses,

are critical for conducting person x situation selection research.
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They suagest that the situational parameter in the prediction model
should, perhaps, not be the same for each person but that a deter=-
mination needs to be made regarding the appropriate situational
issue to include in a regression equation for a particular person.
This may not be as difficult as it seems because ''appropriateness'
may very well be defined as the issue most salient to people already
in the work situation to which the new employee will go. The pro=
blem, of course, still remains of identifying those very same situa-
tionally salient issues.

One alternative is to conduct interviews. However, this is
time-consuming and requires training. The finding that only four
issues were faised by more thén 60 percent of the interviewses
suggestsvone potential modification of questionnaires; éncourage
respondents in a work situation to only respond to items tapping
issues they have thought about. Perhaps aﬁ alternative to the

traditional instruction of ''respond to every item'' would be to ask

respondents to respond only to items that represent "issugs that ~—~  — 77

are salient to them or that they have thought about. Obvious!y,
asking employees to respond only to items that are important to
them would not suffice; the current results suggest this is only
one dimension of salience. Another alternative might be to have
respondents answer those items that are relevant for them.

There is a second implication for designing survey measures
in theSe results and it concerns the inclusfon of many more poten=-

tial issues in attitude surveys than has typically been the recent
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case. In the present research the issues that were salient (on at
least one dimension of salience) to these respondents should pro-
bably all be included in a general diagnostie-type survey. Such
inclusion might well suggest to respondents the researchers' aware=-
ness of relevant systemic issues and yield, as Alderfer and Brown
(1972) showed, more valid data. Of the ten mest frequentfy mentioned
issues, for example, questions about Company Management, Customer
Service, EEO, Pride, Training, and Centralization/Standardization
probably would not have appeared in a ''typical'l survey [although
recent developments of inelusive“or omnikbus diagnostic snrveys (cf.
Survey Research Center, 1975; Taylor & Bowers, 3972) come close te
assessing all of these]. It would be important, however, not to
just Ythrow them all in and see what we get,'' for this would defeat
the idea of constructing & survey that is relevant for the system
in which it is to be used.

One final argument needs to be made regarding the study of

4

-employees'- views-of-organizationai--1ife;-and-this-concerns—thefact-— =
that organizational researchers have tended t0«concentrate nn
management-defined outcomes (production,_turnoyer) as thetr‘targets
of'study. Yet, in retrospect, the coders of the present.intenyiews
did not feel such outcomes were the klnds of lssues people tended

to frequently mention. This suggests that an emphasns on managenent-;

i‘or organlzatlon-deflned targets. of study has effectlvely ellmlnated

o many E_ychologjcally relevant issues from study B Only recen ly,

' for example, have strong llnks been generally made between "ﬁrfor-
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mance appraisal and the necessity to work with ehﬁloyee careers
(Hall, 1976), between management requirements for controls and
employee response to same (Lawler & Rhode, 1976), and between the
selection (Schneider, 1976a) and training (Goldstein, 1974) pro-
cesses and subsequent employee adaptation to organizational lffe.
Having empléyees define the relevant issues might be a way of open=-
ing the study of behavior in organizations to the study of the full

range and complexity of that behavior.

Conclusion

The impdrtant result of this paper is to begin to question the

range and quality of the data we have been gathering, analyzing,

and using in person x situation reseakchxwhen we essentially demand

that every item be answered in a questionnaire which contains man=- .

agement-determined content. The utility of questionnaires for

‘_collecting data is not the issue; how they are to be constructed

and used is the important thought.

A corollary of the above is to begin‘fonfgeggW}AW;;WQAQN;;;ess-
ment of issues meaningful.to individuals. Were attitude measures
constructed to be more salient to people both in the kinds of
issues raised (Alderfer & Brown, 1972) and the directions used (to
respond to salient items or‘questions), they might prdve-more use=
ful in attempts to document the pgrceptual dimensions with which
employees characterize tﬁeir work settings and as in aidlin géining
more reliability in person x situation Eesearch (cf. Endler &

Magnusson, 1976). Especially in research which emphasizes the
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interaction of employee perceptions of the work world and other
employee attributes as a strategy for understanding employee be-
havior (cf. Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Schneider, 1975, 1976b) having

perceptions about salient issues would seem to be crucial.
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